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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed February 28, 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Regarding claims 1 and 17, the Examiner believes that the Applicant has 

misunderstood the Examiner's interpretation of the references. The Examiner states that 
Nishigaki teaches processing circuitry (211) which receives a produced DC supply vohage (the 
5V signal out of 34) and a time- varying data input signal (Vcc)- Also, to clarify, the modified 
time-varying output data signal is the RMTON signal that is output from the processing circuitry. 
The RMTON signal is the activation signal and Dias teaches an activation signal being a 5V 
pulse, so Nishigaki's RMTON signal is modified into a 5V pulse, which is scaled to a vohage 
level of the produced DC supply voltage received by the processing circuitry (the 5 V signal out 
of 34). 

2. Also, regarding the newly added limitations, if the references teach a system that 
performs a certain function, then the same references teach "the structure for" performing those 
same functions. For example, if a reference teaches converting an AC signal to a DC signal, then 
that same reference has a structure for converting an AC signal to a DC signal. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1, 3, 5-7, 9-11, 17, 19, 21-23, and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Nishigaki (6,463,396), Dias et al. (4,510,584) and Wei et al. 
(2003/0063439). Regarding claim 1, Nishigaki teaches a DC/DC converter (34) receiving a 
single DC supply voltage (right side input of 34) and producing a plurality of output DC supply 
voltages (PI). He also teaches processing circuitry (211) receiving a produced DC supply 
voltage (PI - 5V) and an analog time- varying data input signal (Vcc), and the processing 
circuitry outputs a frequency modified time-varying data signal (RMTON, which is an activation 
signal for the second power supply, PS2) and the structure for doing so. He goes on to teach the 
processing circuitry comprising analog (via SWl-3) and digital circuitry (Col. 1, lines 22-27). 
He goes on to teach that the frequency of the time varying signal is programmable (the user 
determines/programs the frequency of VCC by confroUing when the computer is docked to and 
removed from the docking station). He also teaches the processing circuitry (211) comprising an 
input/output buffer (117). 

Regarding claim 17, Nishigaki teaches a plurality of circuits (212, 213, and PS2) 
disposed on a board (2), collectively requiring a plurality of different DC supply voltages (5 V for 
212; 12V for 213) and a plurality of different time-varying data signals (CNT/DIR; RMTON; 
data to be stored). He also teaches a power supply circuit (PSl and 211) disposed on said board 
and coupled to the plurality of circuits to provide the required voltage levels and time-varying 
signals at the respective inputs of the circuits. He goes on to teach the power supply circuit 
comprising a DC/DC converter (34), and processing circuitry (211) that receives a produced DC 
voltage from the converter and a time-varjdng data input signal (Vcc) and produces one of the 
required time-varjong output signals (RMTON) and the structure for doing so. Nishigaki fails to 
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explicitly teach the type of signal used to send the signal, RMTON. Dias teaches an activation 
signal being a 5V pulse (Col. 4, lines 19-21). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to substitute in Dias' activation signal into Nishigaki's 
invention for RMTON, since Nishigaki was silent as to the type of signal that it is, and Dias 
teaches a known type of activation signal. Nishigaki also fails to explicitly teach all the output 
supply vohages being greater than the supply voltage. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have all the output supply voltages being 
greater than the supply voltage since it is just a matter of design choice and would be obvious if 
the supply voltage was extremely low and the necessary voltages to power each integrated circuit 
was greater than the supply voltage. Nishigaki also fails to explicitly teach the different elements 
in the invention being integrated circuits. Wei teaches a computer system being made up of a 
plurality of integrated circuits ([0002]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have all of the different elements of Nishigaki's computer 
system implemented in various groups as integrated circuits, since it would minimize the size of 
the invention, in particular the docking station, and selecting the groups of elements to 
implement into ICs would be a matter of design choice. 

5. Claims 2 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nishigaki (6,463,396), Dias et al. (4,510,584), and Wei et al. (2003/0063439) as applied to 
claims 1 and 17 above, and further in view of Hutchison (6,323,781). Nishigaki, Dias, and Wei 
teach an integrated circuit as described above. Nishigaki also teaches his time-varying input 
signal (VCC) being a notification signal regarding the state of the system. Nishigaki fails to 
teach the time-varjdng input signal comprising an RP signal. Hutchison teaches an RF 
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notification signal being sent to an operator regarding the state of the system (Col. 11, lines 59- 
67). It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to have the time- varying input signal 
of Nishigaki be an RP signal, since applicant has not disclosed that the signal being an RP signal 
solves any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears that the invention would 
perform equally well with either an analog or RF signal as the notification signal to the 
processing circuitry of Nishigaki. Also, doing so would allow for wireless communication 
between the controller and the power source (PS2) of Nishigaki's invention. 

6. Claims 4 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nishigaki (6,463,396), Dias et al. (4,510,584) and Wei et al. (2003/0063439) as applied to claims 
1 and 17 above, and further in view of Nork et al. (6,41 1,531) and Roohparvar et al. (6,633,494). 
Nishigaki, Dias, and Wei teach an integrated circuit as described above. Nishigaki fails to teach 
the inner workings of the DC/DC converter. Nork teaches a DC/DC converter receiving 
opposite phase clock signals (Vclk & Vclkb via oscillator 25; Fig. 3A&B). Nork fails to teach 
the voltage on those (HIGH/LOW) signals. Roohparvar teaches a clock with a HIGH signal that 
is representative of the supply voltage, and a LOW signal that is representative of ground (Col. 6, 
lines 26-28). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate Roohparvar' s HIGH and LOW voltage values into Nork's oscillator, 
and implement Nork's DC/DC converter into Nishigaki's invention since Nork and Nishigaki 
were silent on those specific characteristics and Roohparvar and Nork, respectively, teach an 
instance that is known in the art. 

7. Claims 8 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nishigaki (6,463,396), Dias et al. (4,510,584) and Wei et al. (2003/0063439) as applied to claims 
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1 and 17 above, and further in view of Goodfellow et al. (2002/0144163). Nishigaki, Dias, and 
Wei teach an integrated circuit as described above. Nishigaki also teaches his time-varying input 
signal (VCC) being a notification signal regarding the state of the system. Nishigaki fails to 
teach the time- varying input signal comprising a digital signal. Goodfellow teaches a digital 
notification signal being sent to the controller regarding the state of the system ([0048]). It 
would have been an obvious matter of design choice to have the time-varying input signal of 
Nishigaki be a digital signal, since applicant has not disclosed that the signal being digital solves 
any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears that the invention would 
perform equally well with either an analog or digital signal as the notification signal to the 
processing circuitry of Nishigaki. 

8. Claims 12-14 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nishigaki (6,463,396), Dias et al. (4,510,584) and Wei et al. (2003/0063439) as applied to claims 
1 and 17 above, and further in view of Maksimovic et al. ("Switched-Capacitor DC-DC 
Converters for Low-Power On-Chip Applications"). Nishigaki, Dias, and Wei teach a circuit as 
described above. They fail to explicitly teach the type of converter used. Maksimovic teaches a 
switched capacitor based DC/DC converter (Abstract), which provides passive, peripheral 
elements for providing programmability to the output voltage of the DC/DC converter. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use 
Maksimovic 's switched capacitor based DC/DC converter as the converter in Nishigaki 's 
invention because it allows for greater efficiency in the circuit and it is known to work in the art 
and Nishigaki was silent as to the type of converter used. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dru M. Parries whose telephone number is (571) 272-8542. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday -Thursday from 9:00am to 6:00pm. The 
examiner can also be reached on alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Sherry, can be reached on 571-272-2084. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Michael J Sherry/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2836 
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4-30-2008 



